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“Whatever Happened to Global Warming?”  
- Matt Ridley - 

 
On Sept. 23 the United Nations will host a party for world leaders in New York to pledge 
urgent action against climate change. Yet leaders from China, India and Germany have 
already announced that they won't attend the summit and others are likely to follow, leaving 
President Obama looking a bit lonely. Could it be that they no longer regard it as an urgent 
threat that some time later in this century the air may get a bit warmer? 
 
In effect, this is all that's left of the global-warming emergency the U.N. declared in its first 
report on the subject in 1990. The U.N. no longer claims that there will be dangerous or 
rapid climate change in the next two decades. Last September, between the second and final 
draft of its fifth assessment report, the U.N.'s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
quietly downgraded the warming it expected in the 30 years following 1995, to about 0.5 
degrees Celsius from 0.7 (or, in Fahrenheit, to about 0.9 degrees, from 1.3). 
 
Even that is likely to be too high. The climate-research establishment has finally admitted 
openly what skeptic scientists have been saying for nearly a decade: Global warming has 
stopped since shortly before this century began. 
 
First the climate-research establishment denied that a pause existed, noting that if there was a 
pause, it would invalidate their theories. Now they say there is a pause (or "hiatus"), but that it 
doesn't after all invalidate their theories. 
 
Alas, their explanations have made their predicament worse by implying that man-made 
climate change is so slow and tentative that it can be easily overwhelmed by natural variation 
in temperature—a possibility that they had previously all but ruled out. 
 
When the climate scientist and geologist Bob Carter of James Cook University in Australia 
wrote an article in 2006 saying that there had been no global warming since 1998 according 
to the most widely used measure of average global air temperatures, there was an outcry. A 
year later, when David Whitehouse of the Global Warming Policy Foundation in London 
made the same point, the environmentalist and journalist Mark Lynas said in the New 
Statesman that Mr. Whitehouse was "wrong, completely wrong," and was "deliberately, or 
otherwise, misleading the public."  
 
We know now that it was Mr. Lynas who was wrong. Two years before Mr. Whitehouse's 
article, climate scientists were already admitting in emails among themselves that there had 
been no warming since the late 1990s. "The scientific community would come down on me in 
no uncertain terms if I said the world had cooled from 1998," wrote Phil Jones of the 
University of East Anglia in Britain in 2005. He went on: "Okay it has but it is only seven 
years of data and it isn't statistically significant." 
 
If the pause lasted 15 years, they conceded, then it would be so significant that it would 
invalidate the climate-change models upon which policy was being built. A report from the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) written in 2008 made this clear: 
"The simulations rule out (at the 95% level) zero trends for intervals of 15 yr or more." 
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Well, the pause has now lasted for 16, 19 or 26 years—depending on whether you choose the 
surface temperature record or one of two satellite records of the lower atmosphere. That's 
according to a new statistical calculation by Ross McKitrick, a professor of economics at the 
University of Guelph in Canada. 
 
It has been roughly two decades since there was a trend in temperature significantly different 
from zero. The burst of warming that preceded the millennium lasted about 20 years and was 
preceded by 30 years of slight cooling after 1940. 
 
This has taken me by surprise. I was among those who thought the pause was a blip. As a 
"lukewarmer," I've long thought that man-made carbon-dioxide emissions will raise global 
temperatures, but that this effect will not be amplified much by feedbacks from extra water 
vapor and clouds, so the world will probably be only a bit more than one degree Celsius 
warmer in 2100 than today. By contrast, the assumption built into the average climate model 
is that water-vapor feedback will treble the effect of carbon dioxide. 
 
But now I worry that I am exaggerating, rather than underplaying, the likely warming. 
Most science journalists, who are strongly biased in favor of reporting alarming predictions, 
rather than neutral facts, chose to ignore the pause until very recently, when there were 
explanations available for it. Nearly 40 different excuses for the pause have been advanced, 
including Chinese economic growth that supposedly pushed cooling sulfate particles into the 
air, the removal of ozone-eating chemicals, an excess of volcanic emissions, and a slowdown 
in magnetic activity in the sun. 
 
The favorite explanation earlier this year was that strong trade winds in the Pacific Ocean 
had been taking warmth from the air and sequestering it in the ocean. This was based on a 
few sketchy observations, suggesting a very tiny change in water temperature—a few 
hundredths of a degree—at depths of up to 200 meters. 
 
Last month two scientists wrote in Science that they had instead found the explanation in 
natural fluctuations in currents in the Atlantic Ocean. For the last 30 years of the 20th 
century, Xianyao Chen and Ka-Kit Tung suggested, these currents had been boosting the 
warming by bringing heat to the surface, then for the past 15 years the currents had been 
counteracting it by taking heat down deep. 
 
The warming in the last three decades of the 20th century, to quote the news release that 
accompanied their paper, "was roughly half due to global warming and half to the natural 
Atlantic Ocean cycle." In other words, even the modest warming in the 1980s and 1990s—
which never achieved the 0.3 degrees Celsius per decade necessary to satisfy the feedback-
enhanced models that predict about three degrees of warming by the end of the century—
had been exaggerated by natural causes. The man-made warming of the past 20 years has 
been so feeble that a shifting current in one ocean was enough to wipe it out altogether. 
 
Putting the icing on the cake of good news, Xianyao Chen and Ka-Kit Tung think the 
Atlantic Ocean may continue to prevent any warming for the next two decades. So in their 
quest to explain the pause, scientists have made the future sound even less alarming than 
before.  
 
 
 



 
 
 

LVSV GENT   5 
 
 

Let's hope that the United Nations admits as much on day one of its coming jamboree and 
asks the delegates to pack up, go home and concentrate on more pressing global problems 
like war, terror, disease, poverty, habitat loss and the 1.3 billion people with no electricity. 
 

“The Property Rights Path To Sustainable 
Development” 

- Terry L. Anderson and Laura E. Huggins - 

Sustainable development has become the byword of environmental policy. The term has 
been around for about thirty years but has only recently become popular (see International 
Institute for Sustainable Development 2002). The basic notion is that current consumption of 
natural resources including air and water for waste disposal is reducing the stock or quality of 
those resources so that future generations will have less. If it is true that there are finite 
resource stocks, consumption today will preclude sustained consumption in the future. 

In this sense, sustainable development dates back to the eighteenth-century writings of 
Reverend Thomas Malthus who believed that the decline of living conditions in nineteenth 
century England was due to the inability of resources to keep up with the rising human 
population and more recently to the "limits to growth" theory promoted by the Club of Rome 
in the 1970s. Armed with giant computers, this group predicted precise years when we would 
reach our limits. Their predictions of disaster for humankind called for regulations restricting 
natural resource depleting economic and technological progress. 

This gloom and doom theory has been resurrected under the guise of sustainable 
development, calling for changes in virtually every aspect of our consumption and 
production. Starting in the late 1980s, environmentalists and government officials began 
using the term "sustainable development" when discussing environmental policy. For 
example, the seminal United Nations Bruntland Report (1987, 9), claimed that "sustainable 
development can only be pursued if population size and growth are in harmony with the 
changing productive potential of the ecosystem." A paper by the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (1995, 2) declared that "Humanity's collective imperative 
now is to shift modern society rapidly onto a sustainable path or have it dissolve of its own 
ecologically unsustainable doings." 

More recently the interpretations of the term have been broadened to include issues such as 
poverty, health care, and education. The Johannesburg Declaration on Sustainable 
Development (2002, 2) stated "that poverty eradication, changing consumption and 
production patterns, and protecting and managing the natural resource base for economic 
and social development are overarching objectives of, and essential requirements for 
sustainable development." 

The term sounds beguilingly simple, but it is vague and operationally vacuous. Sustainable 
development is most often defined as resource use that meets "the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs"-a definition 
first offered by the United Nation's Bruntland Commission. Of course nobody wants to make 
future generations poorer and less healthy, but this definition provides no guidance for how 
this result can be avoided.  
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There is no way to know what resource use is acceptable today and no way to know what 
future generations may desire (see Hayward 2002). Yet because of its deceptive simplicity, 
sustainability is applied to anything from agricultural practices to energy use to mining. As 
environmental scientist Timothy O'Riordan stated, "It may only be a matter of time before 
the metaphor of sustainability becomes so confused as to be meaningless, certainly as a device 
to straddle the ideological conflicts that pervade contemporary environmentalism" 
(O'Riordan 1988, 29). 

Implicit in the calls for sustainable development are two fundamental assumptions. The first is 
that we are running out of resources thus leaving future generations with less; the second is 
that market processes are the cause of these depletions. We challenge both of these 
assumptions and argue that economic systems based on property rights and the rule of law 
are the best hope for humanity today to leave an endowment for humanity tomorrow. 

For those familiar with the writings of Milton and Rose Friedman, there is nothing new in 
this conclusion. In Free to Choose, the Friedmans forcefully argued that political and 
economic freedom are inseparable and that free-market forces work better than government 
controls for achieving real equality, security, and prosperity. 

In this paper, we build on the Friedmans' case to argue that sustainable development, if it can 
be defined, is only possible in a legal system where property rights are well-defined, enforced, 
and transferable. Property rights provide the structure that encourages development, 
innovation, conservation, and discovery of new resources. Growth and increasing wealth 
through these mechanisms lead to environmental quality by raising the demand for it and by 
providing the wherewithal to meet these demands. In this context, economic growth is not the 
antithesis of sustainable development; it is the essence of it. Therefore, how we deal with the 
evolution and protection of property rights and the rule of law in the future will not only 
determine how free and prosperous we are, but also how much environmental quality we 
enjoy. 

The Proven Path to Sustainability 

If sustainable development can be defined as a call to maximize human welfare over time, 
then Adam Smith's Wealth of Nations could be called "the world's first blueprint for 
sustainable development" (Taylor 2002, 29). According to Smith's blueprint for sustainable 
development, the wealth of nations depended on market processes guided by the invisible 
hand which we now understand was not so invisible. Perhaps no one since Adam Smith has 
so eloquently made it clear that the invisible hand is really property rights and the rule of law 
as have Milton and Rose Friedman. Institutions such as property rights and 
the rule of law provide the framework within which people act and 
interact. They are the rules, customs, norms, and laws that remove 
the responsibility to calculate the effect of our actions on the rest of 
humanity and replace it with a responsibility to abide by simple 
rules that benefit society as a whole. In the words of Richard Epstein, "The 
government works best when it establishes the rules of the road, not when it seeks to 
determine the composition of the traffic" (Epstein 1995, xiii). 
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Sustainable institutions are those that do not prescribe an outcome for society, but allow 
individuals to improve their own well-being. Truly sustainable institutions provide the 
freedom for people to improve their world by innovating and developing. The best way to 
ensure that resources remain for future generations is to directly tie the well-being of people 
today to those resources-via decentralization and property rights. If individuals have the 
responsibility of caring for their welfare today, they are more likely to make decisions that will 
benefit their children, and their children's children (see Taylor 2003). 

Sustaining Property Rights 

It is not resources that are too scarce, but rather the institutions-political and economic 
systems based on secure property rights and the rule of law-that ensure freedom that are. 
Jerry Taylor (1993, 10) writes: 

The size of our resource pie is determined not by nature but by the social and economic 
institutions that set the boundaries of technological advance. Closed societies and economies 
under the heavy hand of central economic planners are doomed to live within the confines of 
dwindling resource bases and eventually experience the very collapse feared by the 
conservationists. Liberal societies, built on free markets and open inquiry, create resources 
and expand the possibilities of mankind. 

When the eastern bloc countries were freed from communism, Milton Friedman called for 
free markets, saying, "Privatize, privatize, privatize." After more than a decade of 
experiments trying to create markets, however, he has modified his position, asking: "What 
does it mean to privatize if you do not have security of property, if you can't use property as 
you want to?" (Friedman 2002, xvii). Russia, for example, was able to create a democracy but 
no rule of law to protect private property. Corruption is prevalent and Russia's economy has 
imploded. This does not trivialize its democratization efforts, but rather emphasizes that 
without the rule of law and protection of property, democracy by itself cannot bring 
automatic prosperity. 

The institution of private property has had more influence than any other policy in the 
history of the world when it comes to enabling people to escape from poverty. As Tom 
Bethell (1998, 11) puts it in his book, The Noblest Triumph: Property and Prosperity though 
the Ages, "Prosperity and property are intimately connected. Exchange is the basic market 
activity, and when goods are not individually owned, they cannot easily be exchanged." 
Because of poorly defined institutions and often corrupt bureaucratic systems, a large 
proportion of the world's population is prevented from fully realizing the value of existing 
property or being able to acquire secure property rights. Hernado de Soto (2000) explained in 
his recent book, The Mystery of Capital, that the primary problem is that property claims in 
developing countries, while acknowledged within their communities, often go unrecognized 
by the government. As a result, these informal owners lack access to the social and economic 
benefits provided by secure property rights. 

When well-defined and enforced property rights are absent, a "tragedy of the commons" 
situation often prevails. The phrase derives from the incentive to overgraze pastures that are 
open to all grazers (Hardin 1968). Each potential grazer has an incentive to fatten his 
livestock on the grass before someone else does. Open access to resources lacks two critical 
components that property rights systems share-exclusion and governance. Without these two 



 
 
 

LVSV GENT   8 
 
 

components, people have little incentive to economize on the use of resources. The solution 
to that problem is to devolve control of resource management to individuals and local bodies, 
and to ensure that legal institutions support this (see Anderson and Huggins 2003). 

A study in Kenya compared the rights and incentives of user groups for forest resource 
management in the Mt. Elgon National Park, with those of users in the Mt. Elgon Forest 
Reserve. The authors find that in the Forest Reserve, which represents decentralized 
management, local community involvement in decision-making, and in rule crafting and 
enforcement resulted in positive incentives for forest conservation. Forest conditions in the 
Forest Reserve were found to be better than in the National Park. "The National Park's 
policy of forbidding local consumptive use of resources and excluding local populations from 
making resource-related decisions, engendered animosity and considerable conflicts with the 
local populations. This created disincentives to local communities that are reflected in the 
condition of the forest. Decentralized decision-making, in this case, appears to be associated 
with better forest conservation outcomes" (Mwangi, Ongugo, and Njuguna 2000, 1). 

Property rights create the incentive for people to invest in assets and give people possessions 
against which to borrow so that they might become entrepreneurs. Failure of a country's legal 
system to protect property rights will undermine the operation of a market exchange system. 
If individuals and businesses lack confidence that contracts will be enforced and the fruits of 
their labor protected, the drive to engage in productive activity declines along with the 
motivation to protect the environment. "Property rights make the market possible," said de 
Soto, commenting on the establishment of property rights in post-totalitarian Iraq. "Once it's 
established, the world of credit comes along. It makes investment possible. Because when 
people invest, they are giving money for a property right. I imagine that the Iraqis are in the 
same situation of Egypt. Investment is not possible and credit is not possible . . . . So no 
property rights, no modern Iraq" (Ponnuru 2003, Online). 

Furthermore, people need access to economic opportunities. Access to capital and credit, for 
example, provided under conditions that promote economic opportunities create an avenue 
for true development. Private savings and loans and government loan programs for farmers 
and students in the United States presented economic opportunities for low income and 
working people. In South Asia, the Grameen banks have made capital available to poor 
people. By creating long-term, low-interest loans, the banks helped generate the wealth 
people needed to stimulate economic growth (Desta 1999). 

Moreover, the institution of private property offers people an incentive to develop new 
technologies because individuals know they will benefit from investments they make in 
research and development. Tremendous energy and resources are being applied today to the 
development of practical substitutes for fossil fuels because the motivation exists to discover 
lower cost substitutes. For example, brokers are offering cash to farmers who are willing to 
plant a crop of wind turbines, and farmers are discovering that investing in wind power can 
be more profitable than raising traditional crops. Large companies are eager to harness the 
wind. Shell Oil, for example, recently bought its first wind farm in Wyoming. Landowners are 
also eager to collect wind royalties-especially those who can continue to farm with turbines on 
their property. As Pat Wood, President Bush's appointee to the Federal Energy Regulation 
Commission, observed, "We've got lots of wind and it's about time that people figured out a 
way to make some money off it" (Huggins 2001, 45). 
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Julian Simon continually drove home the point that human ingenuity is perpetually 
responding to impending scarcity by developing alternative technologies that mitigate against 
that scarcity. The key to mitigating natural resource constraints is to switch on human 
ingenuity, which allows us to accomplish more with a given amount of resources. The fall of 
the Berlin Wall and Communism have made it clear that turning on this ingenuity requires 
getting the incentives right through the appropriate institutions. With property rights and the 
rule of law in place, economic growth and environmental improvements will follow (see 
Anderson 2003). 

Conclusion 

Institutional reform is not free and many countries, for various reasons, resist reform that 
would improve problems related to human well-being. Perhaps the growing evidence that the 
protection of private property and growth-enhancing institutions are the building blocks of 
human well-being will persuade policymakers to reform their established systems (see Norton 
2003). Only by upholding political and economic institutions that promote and protect 
property rights will we be able to sustain development and environmental quality. As the 
Friedmans put it: 

Our society is what we make it. We can shape our institutions. Physical and human 
characteristics limit the alternatives available to us. But none prevents us, if we will, from 
building a society that relies primarily on voluntary cooperation to organize both economic 
and other activity, a society that preserves and expands human freedom, that keeps 
government in its place, keeping it our servant and not letting it become our master. 
(Friedman and Friedman, 1980, 37). 

It is critical that we focus our efforts on developing and protecting the institutions of freedom 
rather than on regulating human use of natural resources through political processes. The 
environment is getting better not worse, and it will continue on this course if human ingenuity 
can continue to hammer out the institutions of freedom, namely property rights and the rule 
of law-institutions that will provide the incentive for us to solve whatever environmental 
problems might come our way. 

As we head into the next millennium, it becomes increasingly clear that the progress we have 
enjoyed is primarily attributable to the freedom of the marketplace and Milton and Rose 
Friedman have done much to ensure that we have come far on this path. It is important to 
continue their work by ensuring that the property rights path to sustainable development is 
made more visible in order to protect the institutions of freedom and the environment at the 
same time-only then can we have our environmental cake and eat it too! 

Lees de volledige tekst op: http://perc.org/articles/property-rights-path-sustainable-development 
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“A Free Market Solution for Fisheries” 
- Andrew Langer, Ian Murray - 

When humans first shifted from hunting and gathering to agriculture thousands of years ago, 
the establishment of private property rights yielded enormous benefits to natural resource 
conservation. People could finally address the problem ecologist Garrett Hardin came to call 
"the tragedy of the commons." The owner of a resource takes responsibility for its long-term 
conservation. If the owner fails to act, the resource ceases to be of any value to anyone. 
Likewise, if no one owns a given resource, everyone has an incentive to abuse and deplete it. 

Today, that insight is the cornerstone of "free market environmentalism" -- a way of looking 
at society's concern for protecting natural resources that is consistent with private property 
rights and capitalist prosperity. Comprehensive studies of private conservation show the 
benefits of a property rights-based approach relying on private stewardship. 

Today, the world's ocean fisheries are an extremely valuable commonly held resource that is 
a source of great environmental concern. That is because it's not just domestic producers who 
are putting pressure on a depleted resource as they seek to extract its riches. America's 
fishermen are up against the world's. Can the principles of private conservation be applied 
here as well? 

Research suggests it can. A decade ago, scholar Michael De Alessi offered some initial ideas 
to the United States on this approach in his groundbreaking work "Fishing for Solutions." 
Over the past decade, De Alessi's ideas have begun to be applied in a policy known as 
individual fishing quotas, also called "catch-shares." The idea is simple: give fishermen an 
ownership stake in a particular fishery through the assignment of quotas, which can be 
traded. The quotas give individual fishermen -- not bureaucrats -- responsibility for managing 
each fishery. They, in turn, will work to maximize the longevity of that fishery, as it is in their 
long-term interest to do so. 

Government steps out of the way and owners are allowed to be the stewards of the resources 
on which their livelihoods depend. The principles of property rights, free markets and 
environmental conservation all come together. And it seems to be working. 

For an example of how successful this approach can be, look to New Zealand. There, the 
value of fishing exports has increased from $469 million in 1986, when the program began, to 
$923 million today. Fish landings have significantly increased. Almost all the fish stocks 
originally included are now above sustainable levels. 

It is also important to note that the property right involved is constitutionally protected -- it 
cannot be taken away by an arbitrary decision of government, as happened in Iceland in 
2010. Fishermen will not be persuaded that catch-shares are a benefit to them and their 
families unless they can also be persuaded that bureaucrats will not revoke their rights to 
manage the fisheries they own. Indeed, one of the advantages of true catch-share programs is 
that they get bureaucrats out of the way. The bureaucratic approach has failed for the 
Endangered Species Act -- under which only a handful of species have recovered -- and it 
would undoubtedly fail here. 
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Catch-shares allow fishermen to own fish stocks and manage them themselves, rather than 
depend on government bureaucracy. They are an innovative -- perhaps revolutionary -- 
solution, and they don't require us to reinvent the wheel. If we want to save fish, genuine 
catch-shares are the answer. The principles of private conservation underpinning them work 
and will protect sea life for decades to come. More government bureaucracy is the last thing 
America's -- and the world's -- fisheries need. 

Meer weten?  

• http://perc.org/sites/default/files/saving_fisheries.pdf 
 

• http://www.economist.com/news/leaders/21640350-big-data-allow-fish-be-protected-
never-governments-should-take-advantage 
 
 

“Let us breathe: pollution in cities is becoming a 
political issue” 

- The Economist, april 2014 - 

THE WORD “ECO-CITY” first took off with a book written in 1987 by Richard Register, a 
green thinker based in California. Now what may become the world’s first city with the word 
in its name is beginning to take shape in the unlikely setting of a smog-shrouded expanse of 
salty mud on the northern Chinese coast. Around a lake that not so long ago was a sewage 
farm, energy-efficient apartment blocks are going up. Electric buses ply the still largely empty 
streets. Public litter bins are equipped with solar lighting so that residents can find them more 
easily at night. China’s urban growth is warming up the planet, and the elaborately named 
Sino-Singapore Tianjin Eco-City is being touted as a cool solution. 

Few other countries could dream of building a large city from scratch, let alone an eco one, 
but China has the advantage of an autocratic approach to urban planning (and to governance 
in general). It can decree that a piece of land will become a green city, commandeer it and 
sell it cheaply to developers. That is how the eco-project began in 2007 when Singapore 
proposed a co-operative green-city venture. China’s leaders agreed, having recently awoken 
to the environmental horrors wrought by breakneck urban expansion. Later that year the 
party formally declared that its goal was to build an “ecological civilisation”. The 30 square 
kilometres of inhospitable terrain near the northern port city of Tianjin became a test bed. 

China has tried a couple of eco-city projects before and failed. About 60km (40 miles) farther 
along the coast to the east of Tianjin, in Caofeidian, work began in 2009 on an eco-city 
aiming for 500,000 residents by 2020. Yet most of the site remains a wilderness, too remote to 
attract developers. In Shanghai, plans a decade ago for a similar-sized eco-city on an alluvial 
island became entangled in local corruption and never got off the ground. But Tianjin’s, with 
strong backing from central and local governments, is making progress. 
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To give it a flying start, officials designated it as China’s first industrial park devoted to the 
animation industry. The $690m state-funded zone opened in 2011 and has attracted 
hundreds of businesses. To lure in more residents, the government built a Victorian-style 
school in brown brick with lavish facilities, including a room full of stuffed animals to help 
children learn about nature (“all real, except the tiger and the panda,” says a proud teacher). 
A 350-bed hospital, supposedly one of the best in China, is due to be completed next year, at 
a cost of $110m. 

At a control centre a dozen officials watch a giant screen displaying readings from heating 
and water systems, as well as feeds from closed-circuit cameras at traffic intersections. “If an 
emergency happens, we can respond,” says an official surveying the images of lifeless streets. 
Officials are not deterred by the “ghost city” label. The city opened two years ago and now 
has 10,000 residents. By 2030 it aims to have 350,000. Work is due to begin this year on 
subway lines that will make it easier for locals to get to Tianjin, currently about an hour’s 
drive away, and nearby industrial zones. 

The government has a powerful incentive to support the project. Within China, public 
resentment of its deteriorating environment, particularly the noxious haze over its cities, is 
growing, and abroad the country is being criticised for its contribution to global warming. In 
2006 China became the world’s biggest emitter of carbon from energy, overtaking America; it 
is now spewing out nearly double America’s level (see chart 5). The spread of Chinese smog 
across the region is worrying neighbours such as South Korea and Japan. 

Ho Tong Yen, the Singaporean CEO of the eco-city’s development company (and a director 
of Mr Register’s Californian consultancy, Ecocity Builders), says he believes many of the eco-
city’s methods will eventually become “a key part of urbanisation in China”. A decade ago, 
he recalls, Chinese officials he met at conferences would boast about their cities’ GDP 
growth. Now they brag about how green their cities are. 

A work in progress 

This sounds like a bit of a stretch. China’s urban landscapes appear to be the antithesis of 
green: smog, foul-smelling streams and canals, roads jammed with exhaust-belching cars, 
shoddy buildings erected with little heed to building codes. But growing public discontent 
with the urban environment is beginning to change at least the rhetoric of officials, and in 
some cities their actions as well. In recent years about a third of China’s 600-plus 
municipalities have announced plans to turn themselves into eco-cities. The central 
government has imposed stricter controls on emissions of carbon and smog-forming 
pollutants. In March the prime minister, Li Keqiang, declared “war” on pollution. Smog, he 
said, was nature’s “red-light warning against the model of inefficient and blind development”. 
It was a remarkable admission of urbanisation gone wrong. 
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Since there is no agreed definition of an eco-city, local governments interpret the term to suit 
themselves. They often use it as an excuse for prettification, or worse, for seizing yet more 
land from farmers and using it to build luxury housing, with golf courses next to them 
(because grass is “green”). Even the eco-city in Tianjin, a drought-prone area, has a golf 
course, supposedly irrigated with recycled water. Mr Register himself is not altogether bowled 
over by the project. In 2012 he wrote that its layout, with the wide streets and long blocks 
typical of modern Chinese cities, looked “every bit as if created to encourage driving”. Its 
plan for 20% of its energy to come from renewable sources does not sound much bolder than 
the nationwide target of 15% by 2020, against 9% now. 

And for all its claims to greenery, the eco-city lacks a vital ingredient: a thriving civil society 
that is free not only to protest about the environment but to put pressure on the government 
to live up to its promises. The party talks green and sometimes even acts tough, but all the 
while it has been machinating to prevent the growth of an environmental movement. It does 
not want residents to set their own agenda for the way cities are run. 

 

Meer weten?  

• http://www.economist.com/blogs/graphicdetail/2015/02/india-v-china 
 

• http://www.economist.com/blogs/babbage/2014/04/air-pollution 
 

• http://www.economist.com/news/china/21642214-measures-combat-air-pollution-
are-biting-hard-industrial-areas-already-hit-economic 
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“Klimaatsverandering, hebben we ook een plan B?” 
- Edward De Vooght - 

Welkom in de middeleeuwen. De afgelopen eeuwen hebben we gevochten om ons vanonder 
het dogmatische juk van verscheidene instituties te bevrijden. Van de Magna Carta, langs 
‘The Glorious Revolution’, via de Franse revolutie tot de Arabische Lente. Van Thomas van 
Aquino, langs Spinoza, via Nietzsche tot Madalyn O’Hair. Wanneer we dan eindelijk het 
licht aan het einde van de tunnel begonnen zien, eindelijk leken losgekomen te zijn van alle 
geïnstitutionaliseerde waarheden, dreigen we weer monddode slaven te worden. We hebben 
een monster gecreëerd. Geboren uit de natuurlijke baarmoeder van de politiek, vetgemest 
door de sensatiegeile media en vrij opgevoed door de publieke opinie op geheel Rousseau-
achtige wijze. We noemen dit monster: ‘Het broeikaseffect.’ 

Laten we beginnen met waar we het allemaal over eens zijn: het klimaat warmt op. Maar het 
is schrijnend om te zien hoe er in een ‘vrij’ land als België over zo een belangrijk thema niet 
meer mag getwijfeld en gediscussieerd worden. Dat klimaatsopwarming hoofdzakelijk 
veroorzaakt wordt door broeikasgassen is volgens de politiek, de media en de publieke opinie 
een algemene waarheid. Kritische ingesteldheid, een waarde die onze geïndustrialiseerde 
samenleving zo hoog in het vaandel draagt, wordt op deze manier besmeurd door hypocrisie. 
Want als het over het klimaat gaat, hoort men zijn autonome knop om te draaien en terug 
een feodale horige te spelen.  

De overweldigende bewijzen die er immers voor de hypotheses van het IPCC zijn, moeten 
echter wat genuanceerd worden:  

Ten eerste het IPCC is een organisatie van o.a. economen, ecologen, meteorologen, biologen, 
geologen, entomologen, politici en slechts 10% klimatologen, die nota bene bijna allemaal van 
hetzelfde instituut komen. Het zijn die laatste echter die weet hebben van de factoren die 
inspelen op ons klimaat. De afgelopen decennia zien we hoe steeds meer wetenschappers zich 
wensen te distantiëren van het IPCC, omdat het onderzoek gericht verloopt en niet genoeg 
genuanceerd wordt: o.a. meteorologen Christopher Landsea en Richard Lindzen, medisch 
entomoloog Paul Reiter, bioloog Paul T. Everett, geoloog Tom Segalstad, klimatologen Hans 
Von Storch en Roger Pielke. Uiteraard is het mogelijk dat deze wetenschappers van een 
ontkennend soort zijn en uit de marge komen. Maar als we dat waarlijk willen geloven, 
verklaar dan eens hoe die dan in eerste instantie bij het IPCC zijn binnen geraakt? 

Vervolgens moeten we ons vragen stellen bij de klimaatmodellen. We kennen allemaal de 
gepropageerde doemscenario’s, waardoor we ons al eens in onze koffie verslikken bij het 
lezen ervan in de ochtendkrant. Deze klimaatmodellen zijn onvolledig en de 
betrouwbaarheid is bediscussieerbaar. Er zijn zo een tal van factoren die het klimaat 
beïnvloeden: o.a. zonneactiviteit, reflectie van het aardoppervlak, broeikasgassen, afstand 
tussen de Aarde en de Zon, hoek van de rotatie-as met de ecliptica, koolstof- en watercycli, 
platentektoniek, thermohaliene circulatie, wolkenformaties en vulkanisme.  
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Daarvan hebben we er één grondig bestudeerd: het broeikaseffect. Het is immers bewezen 
door verschillende studies dat deze factor een invloed heeft op de opwarming, dat ontkent 
niemand. Maar hoe groot die impact is, valt op dit moment niet te zeggen. Aangezien al deze 
factoren samen optreden, valt het nog te bezien welk aandeel van de opwarming op conto 
van het broeikaseffect geschreven moet worden. Het is immers niet ondenkbaar dat (a) 
andere factoren bijvoorbeeld een veel grotere impact hebben (zogenaamde hoofdeffecten) 
alsook dat (b) de verschillende factoren elkaar versterken of zelfs tegenwerken (zogenaamde 
interactie-effecten). Aangezien het IPCC de andere factoren stiefmoederlijk behandelt, valt de 
omvang van de impact van de mens in dit verhaal niet met zekerheid te duiden en is de 
beschuldigende vinger naar de mens als grootste kwaad slechts een speculatie.  

En wat met het argumentum ex auctoritate? Wat met al die wetenschappers die het IPCC 
steunen? Al die slimme koppen met faam, die de broeikasgastheorie als voornaamste theorie 
onderschrijven? Hebben die het bij het foute eind? Neen, maar wat met al die 
wetenschappers met faam die twijfelen, andere theorieën postuleren en kritische 
kanttekeningen maken? Zo heb ik het onder ander over Nobelprijswinnaar Ivar Giaever, 
voormalig Greenpeaceleider Patrick Moore, Dr. Henrik Svensmark en zelfs ex-voorzitters 
van het IPCC zoals chemicus Robert Watson en klimatoloog Martin Parry. En ik geef hier 
nog maar het topje van de ijsberg. Het is immers niet omdat hun onderzoek niet in de 
kranten staat, dat het er niet is.  

Waarom is het zo belangrijk deze kritische noot te vatten? Kunnen we niet gewoon al 
beginnen met broeikasgassen te verminderen om toch al iets voor het klimaat te proberen 
doen? Dat is een uitstekend idee, alleen al voor onze gezondheid en het milieu. Waar echter 
het schoentje wringt is wanneer we al onze aandacht daaraan gaan besteden. Alle vorige 
kritische punten in overweging genomen, is het zeer goed mogelijk dat ondanks al onze 
goedbedoelde inspanningen om de uitstoot van broeikasgassen te verminderen, de Aarde toch 
zal opwarmen. Ik ga binnen 50 jaar niet aan de Oceanische eilandbewoners gaan uitleggen 
dat we hun eiland niet hebben kunnen redden, maar dat we wel onze CO2-uitstoot 
verminderd hebben.  

Onze focus ligt te veel op repressieve maatregelen i.p.v. adaptieve maatregelen. Want wat als 
klimaatsverandering toch zal plaatsvinden? Wat als we inderdaad de macht van de mens 
overschat hebben? Zijn wij werkelijk zo megalomaan en antropocentrisch dat wij durven 
zeggen dat wij als mens de kracht hebben het klimaat te bepalen? Met de ‘onzinkbare’ Titanic 
in gedachten, is dit een gedateerde 19de-eeuwse visie op de mens en de wereld. Bovendien 
moeten we ons ook eens afvragen: wat is het ideale klimaat? Onze aarde heeft immers al veel 
warmere en veel koudere klimaten gekend. Aandacht hebben voor broeikasgassen is geen 
slecht plan A, maar staar u niet vast op dat een enkel plan. Succes is immers niet verzekerd. 
We hebben dringend ook een plan B nodig. 
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Links & Video 
 

1) Feiten over Klimaatverandering  
http://climate.nasa.gov/scientific-consensus/ 
 
 

2) TED Talk “The Other Inconvenient Truth” – Jonathan Foley 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uJhgGbRA6Hk 
 
 

3) LVSV Gent Lezing Roger Scruton - 05 november 2012 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=chFGVAwpMGc  vanaf min. 26:30  
 

4) Luchtvervuiling in China  
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=q4DtOhe2LfQ 
 
 

5) TED Talk eco-architectuur & smart cities – Vincent Callebaut 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UVjMOxsbJGk#t=122 
 

Zie ook: http://vincent.callebaut.org/projets-groupe-tout.html 
 
 

6) Overbevissing: Documentaire National Geographic 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B9iKBxmIUag 


